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THE DEATH OF HIMU 
SUKUMAR Ray, M.A. 
Research Scholar, Dacca University. 
S$ 7. Dmportance of the ‘Himtt ineident? 


The precise manner of Himii’s death is one of — the great 
controversial points of Indian history. The incident by itself 
would not have been considered a subject of any importance and 
would not have at all deserved the notice of historians but for 
the fact that it reveals Akbar as he was during his early years 
when his liberal and philosophic mind had not yet developed. 
The deliberate slaughter of a wounded infidel, though condemned 
by the enlightened opinion of the twentieth century, was sanctioned 
by the Holy Church and justified by the age and such a jihad was 
the aspiration of many a pious Muslim. It must be a matter of great 
significance if Akbar, who was barely fourteen years of age, refused 
in that age to slay a fallen foe who was an infidel and to gain the 
title of ghazi which added glory to his name and majesty to his throne. 
If he did so, the humane, tolerant and cosmopolitan son of Humiyiin 
was born, not made. If it was not so, if Akbar killed Himii as others 
would have killed him, without feeling any hesitation, this higher 
aspect of his character must have developed afterwards due to his 
maturer judgment, wisdom of years, environment and policy. The 
‘Himii incident’ is thus of importance as it places the Akbar of early 
years in due relation to the Akbar of maturer age. 


§ 2. Mr. Vincent Smith on the subject. 


Until recently the accepted theory has been that Akbar, out of 
magnanimity to a fallen foe, refused to kill Himti even though he was 
an infidel, and Bairfém Khan put an end to his life. From Dow 
who wrote his “History of Hindostan’ in the latter half of the 
eighteenth century to Von Noer who wrote at the end of the 
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nineteenth every author who wrote on the subject accepted this 
version. Mr. Vincent Smith was the first scholar to raise doubt in 
this matter and reject the accepted version. Ninetcen years back 
he contributed an article on this subject to the Journal of the Royal 
Asiatic Socicty of Great Britain and Ireland and he concluded in 
that article “that the current story about Akbar’s magnanimity on 
the occasion of Hémii’s execution is a fiction made up at court to suit 
the later view of the emperor’s character, and that the truth is that 
the young prince obeyed his guardian and smote off Hémii’s head with 
a scimitar, thereby securing the title of Ghazi, which he assumed 
immediately.” His conclusion is based upon the work of Ahmad 
Yadgir and Fragmentum Historiae Indicae in de Laet, both of which 
say that Akbar himself struck Himii and killed him and do not mention 
anything as regards his hesitation to execute a fallen foe. As regards 
the reason why he accepts the account of these two and rejects 
the statement of Abu-l Faz], Badauni and others, Mr. Smith says, 
“I am of opinion that all probability is in favour of the version of 
the Hémii incident as related by Ahmad Yadgiir and de Laet.” He 
sums up as follows the argument in his “Akbar the Great Mogul” 
which he published shortly after: “The official story, that a 
magnanimous sentiment of unwillingness to strike a helpless prisoner 
already half-dead compelled him to refuse to obey his guardian’s 
instructions, seems to be the late invention of courtly flatterers, 
and is opposed to the clear statements of Ahmad Yadgar and the 
Dutch writer, van den Broecke, as well as to the probabilities of the 
case.” 


§ 3. Mr. Vincent Smith's conclusion based on insufficient 
evidence. 


As regards ‘the probabilities of the case’ on which Mr. Smith 
lays stress, men will differ. Mr. Smith says that Akbar ‘had been 
reared among scenes of violence and bloodshed by Muhammadans 
who regarded the killing of a Hindu infidel as a highly meritorious 


I. J. R,A.S. July, 1916. p. 534. 


2 V. A. Smith—Akbar the Great Mogul, p. 39. Second Edition, 
Oxford, 1919. 
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act’? and in such a position he would not have felt any scruples. 
Secondly, it is not probable that ‘a boy of 14 would set up his private 
opinion against that of his guardian and all the by-standers.’? As 
regards the first point, we have not enough evidence to prove that 
Akbar in his earlier years shared the bigotry and hard-heartedness 
of his age. On the other hand his subsequent actions might not 
unprobably lead one to believe that Akbar would hesitate to cut off 
the head of a dying captive. As regards the second point, it is not 
quite improbable that Akbar could have differed with his guardian. 
Though Akbar was only fourteen he was quite conscious of his 
position and Bairim found in him from the very beginning not a 
docile ward but a prince who looked on him as a servant. A year 
after the baitle of Panipat Bairém Khan says to Muhammad Khan 
Ataga: ‘His Majesty occasionally treats me with disfavour’* The 
way in which Akbar managed, four years later, to dismiss the great 
minister makes it quite probable that he could have differed with 
Bairim when the latter asked him to slay Himii and earn the title of 
ghazi. In any way ‘the probabilities of the case’ cannot be regarded 
as a very weighty argument on either side. 

Let us, therefore, examine the two authorities on which 
Mr. Smith based his conclusion—Tarikh-i-Salatin-i-Afaghana and 
Fragmentum Historiae Indicae. Ahmad Yadgir, who is the author 
of the first, wrote at least 58 years after the event for he cites 
Ma‘dan-i-Akhbar-i-Ahmadi which was composed in 1614 A. D. 
(1028 A. H.). In his preface he describes himself “as an old servant 
of the Sur kings’ and says that he wrote the work by order of 
Datid Shih. So he was quite at liberty to speak the truth even 
against Akbar. We have no reason to doubt the statement of 
Ahmad Yadgar that he served the Sir Kings but he must have served 
them in his very early years. If we take him to be an old man of 75 
at the time of the composition of his work, he would be 17 at the time 
of Himii’s death. Two facts should be noted when we consider the 
authority of Ahmad Yadgar. First, he wrote his work long after 
the incident ; secondly, as a servant of the Stir kings he had not any 
facility to have a first hand knowledge of the incident which took 
place at the Mughal camp. So much regarding Ahmad Yadgar. 


PRT RNA 


3. Akbar Nama, Beveridge, vol. II. p. 94. 
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As to the Fragmentum Historiaec Indicae, Pelsart who is 
its real author came to India in December 1620 as an officer of 
the Dutch East India Company and ‘was forthwith sent to Agra, 
where he remained until the end of 1627, rising to the position of 
senior factor’.* Pieter van den Broecke with whose name the 
Fragment is associated arrived in Surat towards the end of 1620 
as the Director of what was officially called the “Western Quarters’, 
comprising North and West India, Persia and Arabia.* Therefore 
neither Pelsart nor Van den Broecke can be regarded as a good 
authority for the early history of Akbar’s reign. 

It is on the basis of authorities like Ahmad Yadgar and 
Pelsart that Mr. Vincent Smith rejected the version of Badauni, 
supported by ‘the Tarikh-i-Diidi and many other _ histories’ 
Naturally one cannot but hesitate to accept his views and feel 
that his conclusion was based on insufficient evidence. Further 
we may here point out that Mr. Smith did not consult the two 
really contemporary authorities for the incident—Bayazid Biyat 
and Muhammad ‘Arif Qandahari. The work of Bayazid is too 
well-known to have been neglected but he consulted only the 
synopsis, published by Mr. Beveridge in the Journal of the Asiatic 
Society of Bengal, 1898, which unfortunately omits the portion 
relating to Himii’s death. The Tarikh-i-Akbari of ‘Arif Qandahari 
is less known but Mr. Beveridge notified its existence at the 
Rampur State Library in the same journal some seven years 
before Mr. Smith wrote that article. Several other untranslated 
authorities of the period, which are important for this purpose, 
were not consulted by Mr. Vincent Smith. So his conclusion 
about the “Himii incident’ cannot be regarded as the final decision 
of the question. 


§ 4, The authorities for the wincident—contemporary and 
nearly contemporary. 


We may divide the authorities for the ‘Himfi incident’ into 
four groups. To the first group belong those works which were 
written under the patronage of the Mughal court during the reign 


ae: Moreland and Geyl’s Jahangir’s India, p. ix, Xv. 
5- Ibid, p. x; Hoyland and Banerjee—De Laet’s Empire of the 
great Mogol, p. iv. 
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of Akbar. These are Tarikh-i-Akbari of ‘Arif Qandahazi, 
Mukhtasar of Bayazid Biyat, Akbar Nama of Abu-l Fazl, Tabagit-i- 
Akbari of Nizim-ud-Din Ahmad, Muntakhab-ut-Tawarikh of 
‘Abd-ul Qadir Badauni, Tarikh-i-Haqqi of Shaikh ‘Abd-ul Hag, 
Tarikh-i-Alfi of Ja‘far Beg Asaf Khan, Majimi-ul-Akhbar of 
Muhammad Sharif-ul-Husaini known as Waqii, Rauzat-ut-Tahirin of 
Tahir Muhammad Hasan ‘Imad-ud-Din, Ahsan-ut-Tawarikh of 
Hasan bin Muhammad. To the second group belong those works 
which were composed under the patronage of the Mughal court 
during the first half of Jahangir’s reign and which are of some 
importance for the history of Akbar. They are Ma’asir-i-Rahimi 
of ‘Abd-ul Baqi Nahavandi, Iqbal Nama of Mu'tamad Khan, Zubdat- 
ut-Tawarikh of Niir-ul-Haq, Tawarikh-i-Akbar Nama of Shaikh 
llahdad Faizi Sirhindi, Makhzan-i-Afghani of Khwaja Ni‘matullah. 
We may also add the Tizik-i-Jahangiri, written by the emperor 
himself. To the third group belong those works which were 
composed during the reign of Akbar but written independently 
of the Mughal court. These are WaAqiat-i-Mushtaqi of Shaikh 
Rizqullah and Haft Iqlim of Amin Ahmad Razi. To the fourth 
group belong all those works which were composed during Jahangir’s 
reign but written independently of the Mughal court. They are 
Tarikh-i-Firishta of Muhammad Qasim Hindi Shah known ag 
Firishta, Madan-i-Akhbar-i-Ahmadi of Ahmad bin Bahbal, 
Tarikh-i-Salatin-i-Afaghana of Ahmad: Yadgar, Tarikh-i-Daidi of 
‘Abdullah, Bodleian Ms. No. 101—an anonymous work composed 
during Jahangir’s reign. We may add a fifth group consisting 
of works of later historians from which we obtain the 17th 
and 18th century view of the incident. These are Mirat-ul-‘Alam 
by Muhammad Bakhtawar Khan, or more properly, Muhammad 
Baqa, Lubb-ut-Tawarikh by Rai Brindaban, Khuldsat-ut-Tawarikh 
by Sujin Rai Bhandari, Muntakhab-ul-Lubab by Khafi Khan, 
Tazkirat-us-saladtin-i-Chaghta by Muhammad Hadi and Mirat-i- 
aftab-numa by ‘Abdur-Rahmain Shahnawdz Khan. 


S$ 5. Five versions of the ‘Himitt incident’. 


From a study of these authorities we find five versions of 
the death of Himai. And these five versions are those of Abu-] 
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Fazl, Nizim-ud-Din, Firishta, ‘Arif Qandahari and the emperor 
Jahangir. 

We begin with Abu-l Fazl. We might as well call Abu-l Fazl’s 
version the version of Ja‘far Beg Asaf Khan, but as Abu-l Fazl is 
more well-known, we prefer to name it so. Abu-l Fazl has the 
following on the “Himii incident’ : 


“Bairim Khin Khin Khanin begged H. M. the Shihinghah to 
slay with this own sacred hand this stock of sedition, and to acquire 
merit by a holy combat. That lord of wisdom and master of sages... 
replied...... that his lofty spirit did not permit him to slay a captive 
and that it seemed to him that in the justice-hall of the Only One there 
was nothing meritorious in such an act. Though simple loyalists 
importuned and pressed him, the Shahinshih showed himself more 
and more averse to the proceeding............... At last Bairim Khan 
Khan Khanan when he perceived that H. M. was not inclined to take 
his view, withdrew from the attempt, and under the influence of 
hereditary beliefs which take their place in men from imitation of 
fathers and teachers, himself became engaged in the acquisition of 
this fancied merit, and with his sword cleansed the world from the 
contamination of his existence.”® 


It is to be noticed that Abu-l F'azl who had imbibed the spirit 
of sulh-c-kul was fully conscious of the guilt in slaying a fallen foe 
even though he were an infidel. He makes the following comment 
on the death of Himti: “Would that H. M. had come out of his veil 
and given attention to the matter! or that there had been some 
far-sighted master of wisdom in that court, so that they might have 
kept Hémii in prison and made him desirous of serving the threshold 
of fortune.””” 


A somewhat different version is offered by Nizim-ud-Din 
Ahmad whose Tabaqit-i-Akbari is of great importance for the history 
of Akbar’s reign. 


“Shah Quli Khan considering this as the most prized of the 
spoil brought that elephant, along with others which he had carried 


6. Akbar Nama-Beveridge, II., p. 65-66. A. S. B. Text, p. 41-42. 
7. Ibid, p. 66-67. 
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from the battlefield, to the royal camp and presented them before the 
king. Khan Khanin Bairam Khan [then] killed Himii with his own 
hand.”® 


Nizaim-ud-Din, unlike Abu-l Fazl, does not refer to Bairam 
Khan’s begging prince Akbar to slay Himt with his own hand or 
anything about Akbar’s refusal. 


We find the third version in Firishta. 


“When Shih Quli Khan brought Himti to the presence of the 
emperor who was following [the army] at a distance of 2 or 3 kurohs 
[4 to 6 miles], Bairim Khan represented to him that if he would slay 
this infidel, at war with Islam, with sword with the intention of holy 
war, the higher jihid® would be performed. The emperor touched 
Himii’s head with the tip of his sword and acquired the title of ghazi. 
Then Bairiim Khan with his own hand beheaded him and sent his 
head to Kabul and his body to Delhi.’’?° 


Though Firishta does not refer to Akbar’s refusal, Akbar, 
according to him, hesitated to kill Himt for he merely touched his 
sword on Himii’s head. A second point to be noted is that Akbar 
approved of Bairaém Khan’s advice to become a ghazi and he did 
not differ with his contemporaries in recognizing jihid as a 
meritorious act. 


We find the fourth version in the account of the incident by 
Muhammad ‘Arif Qandahari in the Tarikh-i-Akbari. ‘The work is 
very rare. Sir Henry Elliot could not find any copy of the work in 
Indian and European libraries. One copy is now extant—that in the 
Rampur state Library.’? ‘Arif’s version is of great importance as 
one of a contemporary writer ; for none of the historians mentioned 
above and no other writer of Akbar’s reign excepting Bayazid Biyat 


8. Tabaqat-i-Akbari, A. S. B, Text p. 132 and Lucknow Text p. 245. 


9. Jihad-i-Akbar means war against one’s lusts ; Jzhad-1-Asghar war 
against infidels. The meaning is Akbar would perform the higher kind of 
jihad by killing Himi. 


10. Firishta. p. 246, Lucknow Text. 
11, I have used Sir J. N. Sarkar’s copy, made from the Rampur Ms. 
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were contemporary with the event under discussion. We have the 
following account in “Arif’s history : 


ed gt Bde] tel cyodd aba y? Codd ih gle Ls li] jo 


a& jos l; wy ged? WI COO e ree ew ern sve] h3,f an wid ye glas 


SS ditlu y ly prod yon Bo) gb patho ol pf) GA. Woy] 


id py dose JULES 053 salle aS Be So3} ) shad js Gaile 


“In the midst of the conflict an arrow pierced the eye of the 
accursed Himii and he fell a captive in the hands of Shih Quli 
Mahram......When they brought Himti to the royal presence the 
emperor Akbar first struck him with sword and when the sword 
touched him he gained the title of Ghazi. And for the little breath 
that remained (in him), Khan Khinan Muhammad Bairim Khan 
struck him with sword and sent him to hell.” 


There is this much in common between ‘Arif and Firishta 
that both of them make Akbar regard jihid as a meritorious act 
and willing to obtain the title of Ghazi. Jirishta differs with 
‘Arif in Akbar’s magnanimity which is implied in his version. 
In ‘Arif Akbar does not object to kill Himi but as he is unable 
to finish him he is helped by Bairam Khan. 


We may add a fifth version—that of the emperor Jahangir in his 
Tiiztik-i-Jahangiri. 

“A number of men immediately conveyed Hemiti as he was to 
the king (Akbar). Bairém Khan represented that it would be 
proper if the king with his own hand should strike the infidel 
with a sword, so that obtaining the reward of a ghazi (warrior of 
the Faith) he might use this title on the imperial farmans. The 
king answered, ‘I have cut him in pieces before this’ and explained: 
‘One day, in Kabul, I was copying a picture in presence of 
Khwaja ‘Abdu-s Samad Shirin Qalam, when a form appeared from 
my brush, the parts of which were separate and divided from each 
other. One of those near asked “Whose picture is this?’ It came 


12, Sir J. N. Sarkdr’s Ms, p. 75, 
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to my tongue to say that it was the likeness of Hemi’. Not defiling 
his hand with his (Hemii’s) blood, he told one of his servants to cut 
off his head.”*® 


Jahingir’s version differs from ‘Arif’s in this that Akbar had 
Himt killed by one of his servants while ‘Arif says Akbar himself 
struck him. In neither do we find that Akbar refused to kill Himi 
out of magnanimity and to earn the title of ghazi. 


The problem before us is to find out what version records the 
truth. In order to arrive at truth or, I should say, approximation 
of truth we should examine the five versions in the light of all other 
available evidences on the subject. 


S 6. Authorities in favour of Abu-l Faxl. 


Among historians who composed their works during the 
reign of Akbar Jafar Bee Asaf Khan and ‘Abd-ul-Qadir Badauni 
are the only two who agree with Abu-l Fazl about ‘the Himii incident’, 
The Tarikh-i-Alfi was finished in 1588-89 A. D. (997 A. H.), some 
seven or eight years before the composition of Akbar Nama which 
was completed in 1596 A. D. (1004 A. H.). It was written by 
order of Akbar himself who ‘directed its compilation by several 
learned men.” The fourth volume which records events from 
694 A. H. to 997 A. H. was the work of Jafar Beg Asaf Khan, a 
distinguished officer of Akbar. In it we find what we may call 
royal or official version of the incident. The Tarikh-i-Alfi has the 
following on the death of Himii : 


Jy pend tehss y gd sia’ flu 9d easy ctcloe JI apse LA als 

why) werd las pn | pa) ho 3 ayy 3°) ase 19 5) UG bS ya yh JI 
I; yh? ol us alin Bilis gigas a aie 0 9] Sia ys iso 3 wide 9 Sd Sun 
Lye) mis pbs jo Le yIAS Sat 6 jIol j) day pdm ol y 0791 uy 
Co, SLT jes wll yl dis ls bd O 5 Usk a | ,3 Si 5d 5 Sve) 
Gye cowl oslo Ol, ew AS gard SiS aS oy03 Leola} [ta 


13, Tiiztik-i-Jahadngiri. Rogers and Beveridge, Vol. 1. p. 39-40. Lucknow 
Text, p. 18-19. 
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“Elated at the favour of fortune Shih Quli Khin brought 
Himii’s elephant and driver aside from the battlefield and proceeded 
to the (royal) camp. Other nobles went in pursuit of [the enemy] 
and killed so many of the enemies ........... And Shih Quli Khan 
brought Himii to the king) The king after thanksgiving [to God ] 
bestowed favours on his nobles, each of whom obtained reward 
according to his endeavour and became distinguished among his 
equals. The Khan Khinin begged that it would be very good if 
the killing of Himi, which would produce reward both in this life 
andin the next, be performed by the king himself. The king 
replied, ‘It does not seem proper to undertake to kill him outwardly. 


In fact before this—some years back—he was killed by me........... : 
Now why should I defile my hand with his blood again Darr cee! side : 


In short Bairam Khan Khiin Khandn became a ghazi by killing 
Himii and had his head hung from the gate at Kabul and his body 
at Delhi.” 


The strength of Abu-l Fazl’s version lies in the fact that it is 
supported by Badauni. Badauni’s work is of supreme importance 
for the history of Akbar’s reign as the account of a royal official who 
did not bask in the sunshine of royal favour and who saw in the 
emperor the bitter enemy of his faith. From Badauni one can expect 
facts which the official and court historians will not reveal. Though he 


14. Here follows the story of Akbar’s killing Himi in picture which 
has been related also by Abu-l Fazl and Jahangir. 


15. British Museum Ms, Or. 465. fol. 593 a-b. Also India office Ms. 
3293, fol. 433 a-b. The copies differ in a few words which, however, do not 
affect the sense. I have adopted the reading which appeared to me tabe the 
most correct. | 
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differs occasionally with Abu-l Fazl, he agrecs with the latter on the 
‘Himii incident’. His account is as follows : 


“So they brought him ashe was to the camp. And Shaikh 
Gada-i Kamboh and the others, said to the Emperor, ‘Since this is 
your Majesty’s first war against the infidels, you should flesh your 
sword in this unbeliever, for such an act would have great reward.’ 
But the Emperor replied: “Why should I strike him now that he is 
already as good as dead? If sensation and activity were left 
in him, I would do so. Then the Khin Khandin was the first to 
strike his sword into him, as an act of religious warfare, and 
following his example, Gada-i Shaikh and the others, deliberately 
made an end of him.” *° 


In two essential points Badauni agrees with Abu-] Fazl— 
Akbar’s magnanimity in refusing to slay a dying foe and to obtain 
the glory of killing an infidel. He differs with Abu-l Fazl in minor 
details e.g. Shaikh Gada and others followed Bairdm and finished 
Himi. 

Several works written from the Court circle during the reign 
of Jahangir corroborate Abu-l Fazl’s version. The most important 
of them is Ma’asir-i-Rahimi of “Abd-ul Bagi Nahavandi. Though 
primarily a biography of Khan Khainin ‘“Abd-ur-Rahim, it gives 
a summary account of Indian history. The Ma/’Asir-i-Rahimi has 
the following on the death of Himii : 


“The Khan Khanain begged the emperor to slay Himi with 
his own hand and earn the reward of a war upon infidels. His 
noble mind refused to kill a prisoner. When the Khan Khanan 
realised that the emperor would not be inclined to do this, he 
himself undertook to acquire this fancied reward and cleared the 
world of the impurity of his existence.”?’ 


Again in the second volume we find : 
“When Himiti was brought to the presence of the emperor, 


Bairém Khan begged him to punish Himti with his own hand. As 


16. Muntakhab-ut-Tawarikh—Lowe., Vol. II. p.9. Text Vol. II. p 16. 
17. Ma’asir-i-Rahimi. Vol. I. p. 652, A. S, B. Text, 
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the emperor hesitated ao little the Khin Khainin himself undertook 
to acquire this fancied merit and cleared the world of the 
contamination of this impure one.”?*® 


Shaikh Dlihdid Faizi Sirhindi, the author of Tawarikh-i- 
Akbar Nima and Mu’tamad Khin, the author of Iqbilnama-i- 
Jahingiri agree with Abu-l Fazl or rather follow him. 


Faizi Sirhindi relates the Himfi incident as follows : 
ge 7 Shy 96 9) ad 3 JU Ly gor ene 9? cep solo 390 
end yd ho wy Bas 93 yt BS had yd raat SF 5) yaw cm) jj} westy 
ola | JULIA ad dS 5 8) BS jy oe) US aye lod le 
J 5! 80 go la) oI, us | 0 J yam Is dhiw 9) > pads | 4S oS 
YO 0 5 he} 3) as WO g? 125 Ltn BAY Shand KN ) af cp 03} Grw F 5 
8 9 eA) 35] hey Oa ew to UL sd) ée ba 80 yo) Gow | 
VO dw 3 nas 8d SF les 
“From this side an arrow struck the eye of the vile and 
wretched Himii and according to his fate pierced through his head. 
Mounted on the elephant, Himi along with other elephants, was 
captured by Shah Quli Khin Mahram who carried him to the 
presence of the king. The Khan Khanin begged that, in order 
to acquire the reward of a war upon infidels, the king should 
strike him first. The nobility of his mind could not approve 
of this and [he said] ‘He is a captive and as good as dead. 
Why should I defile my sword with a dead one? The 


Khan Khanan struck him with his own hand and finished him 
and sent him to hell.” 


The Iqbal Nama gives the following account : 
pono (| Pe) Wal) yd Co pda yS aks aS 0 ged le} lk ’ yy 


&e BS OS Gerad rod |) co paa y} 0) 103) wsy slaw y Be ob) 


- 


18. Ibid—Vol. II. p. 31-32. 
19, Tawarikh-i-Akbar Nama fol. 9a. Ms, Or, 169. British Museum. 
Also fol. 6a-b, India Office Ms, No, 289. 
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“Bairam Khan begged the emperor that in order to obtain 
reward he should himself strike this wretched vanquished with sword. 
His noble mind did not allow him to defile his world-conquering 
sword with that half-dead impure one. Although Bairim Khan 
insisted on this, the emperor did not show any inclination at all. At 
last the Khan Khanan himself proceeded to acquire this reward and 
by his sharp sword cleansed the world from his [Himi’s] sinful 
existence.” 


Of the historical works, written independently of the Mughal 
court, only the Tarikh-i-Datdi agrees with Abu-l Fazl. It was 
written during Jahangir’s reign by one ‘Abdullah. “Abdullah says : 


wrote lds 1) Col ® as aye ytd (Ub alt isi] (es 

wf hs WyAD gana as poke | ye wl, Side Sis wo ste dy 3} 
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“Just about this time Shah Quli Khan Mahram captured the 
elephant Hawai from the battlefield by way of spoil. The driver of 
the afore-said elephant said : ‘Do not kill me; Himiti is on this very 
elephant’?.. Shih Quli Khan considering this as a grand opportunity 
took [ Himti] to the presence of the emperor Akbar. Bairdm Khan 
berged that as this was his first victory and as he had overcome the 
infidels, the emperor should kill this infidel with his own hand in 
order to perform a religious warfare. The emperor Akbar said, ‘He 


20. Iqbal Nama, Vol. Il. fol. 9a. Ms, No. 66, Bihar Library. 
21. Tai:kh-i-Datiidi—fol. 123b-124a. Ms. Or. 197, British Museum. 
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is as good as dead; why should I defile my sword by killing a dead 
one.” Himii was killed in any case.” 


§ 7, Authorilies in favour of Nixtim-ud-Din. 


Let us now consider the second version—that of Nizim-ud-Din. 
The Ahsan-ut-Tawarikh of Hasan bin Muhammad is the only work 
composed in the reign of Akbar which agrees with the version of 
Nizim-ud-Din. Hasan began his work towards the close of Akbar’s 
reign and completed it in the early part of Jahingir’s. His account 
is as follows : 
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“Himii, whose eye was pierced by an arrow while on his elephant, 
was captured by Shah Quli Mahram and was taken before His 
Majesty who had reached within ten miles [five kurohs] of the 
battle-field and was killed by Bairam Khan.” 


Of the works composed during Jahingir’s reign, the Zubdat-ut- 
Tawarikh and Bodleian Ms. No. 101 corroborate Nizdim-ud-Din 
Ahmad. The author of Zubdat-ut-Tawarikh is Shaikh Niar-ul 
Haq who composed it under the patronage of Shaikh Farid 
Bokhari, an officer of note in Jahangir’s government. The other 
work is anonymous. Niir-ul-Haq says: 
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22, Ahsan-ut Tawarikh., fol. 513b. Ms. Or 1649. British-Museum. 
23. Zubdat-ut-Tawarikh, fol. 98b. Ms. No. 290. India O, ce. 
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“The driver of the elephant, upon which Himi was seated in 
the howdah, having been killed, the elephant was itself wandering. By 
chance Shih Quli Khan, the most intimate with [the emperor], who 
had carried other elephants as spoil from the battlefield, brought it 
along with them to the presence of the emperor. Then Khan Khanan 
Bairiim Khan killed that impudent impure one with his own hand and 
sent him to hell.”** 
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“Himii, who was lying on the elephant, wounded in his eye 
by an arrow, was captured by Shah Quli Khan Mahram and presented 
to His Majesty who had reached within ten miles [five kurohs] of 
the battlefield and was then put to death by Bairam Khan.” 


§ 8 The third and fifth versions and the views of later 
historzans. 


The third version, that of Firishta, is Firishta’s own and is not 
corroborated by any other historian, Similarly, the fifth version, 
that of the emperor Jahangir, is also unsupported by any other 


24. Niir-ul-Haq seems to be contradictory when he relates Himii’s death 
under the reign of ‘Adli on fol. ga. 
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unless we translate the sentence as—-‘Himi was put to death at Panipat by 


the servants of the king.’ The phrase w, » Oe wy oy usually means the king 


or His Majesty and Niir-ul-Haq uses it in the next page to mean ‘the king’ 
in connection with Akbar’s enthronement (Vide Ms. fol. 95b). It is also 
quite probable that if he had meant ‘servants of the court,’ he would have 
inserted some such words like 5) és fy OF j . was before wy pe bois as 


Dr. Shadani of the Department of Persian, suggests. 
28. fol. 3232. 
11 
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historian (though the story of Himii’s picture we find related in 
the Akbar Nama and Tarikh-i-Alfi).? ° 


Before we discuss the fourth version, we would refer to the 
views of later historians on the ‘Himit incident’, The Mirat-ul-‘Alam, 
which was composed in 1683 A.D. (1094 A.H.) by Muhammad Bagi, 
follows Abu-l Fazl and states that Akbar refused to slay Himti who 
was almost dead and Bairim Khan killed him.?? 


The Khulasat-ut-Tawarikh which was composed in 1696 
(1107 A.H.) by Sujin Rai Bhandari also supports the version of 
Abu-l Fazl. Sujin Rai says that as Akbar refused to strike Himi 
who was a captive Bairim Khan put him to death. 
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The Tazkirat-us-salatin-i-Chaghta, written by Muhammad 
Hadi, sometime after 1724 A.D. also accepts Abu-l Fazl’s version and 
states that Akbar out of nobility and loftiness of soul refused to 
slay Himii whereupon Bairim Khan killed him. 
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26, Akbar Nama—Beveridge, Vol. Il, p. 67; Tarikh-i-Alfi. British 
Museum Ms, Or. 465. fol. 593a-b, India Office Ms, 3293. fol. 433a-b. 


27. Mirat-ul-‘Alam. fol. 158a. Ms. No. 11. Bihar Library. 


28. Khuldsat-ut-Tawarikh. fol. 265a-b. Ms. No. 32. A.S,.B. Curzon 
Collection. 
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The famous historian Khafi Khan whose Muntakhab-ul- 
Lubab was written about 1732-33 A.D. (1145 A.H.) also virtually 
agrees with Abu-l Fazl, though he does not directly mention 
Akbar’s refusal and magnanimity.*° 

We thus find that the later historians of note accepted the 
view of Abu-! F'azl or more properly the official version. 

It may be noted here that the Tarikh-i-Haqqi of Shaikh 
‘Abd-ul Haq which was composed during Akbar’s reign, does not 
mention anything about Himt’s death. It does not record the 
events of Akbar’s reign but stops at his accession. T’he continuation 
in the Bodleian Ms. Ousely 59. is most probably by a different 
and later author. The Waqiat-i-Mushtaqi which was composed 
during the reign of Akbar by Shaikh MRizqullah who was not 
connected with the Court, avoids the question of Himii’s death 
by stating merely that “the bastard, vanquished Himi was captured 
and killed” : 


§ 9. Importance of the version of Arif Qandahire. 


Let us now examine the fourth version, that of ‘Arif Qandahari. 
We may estimate the importance of ‘Arif Qandahari if we consider 
the following points. First, “Arif Qandahari was a contemporary 
authority. Secondly, written as it was before the standard histories 
of Akbar’s reign, it presents an independent version of the history 
of that illustrious monarch. Thirdly, while we can ascribe motives in 
the case of many historians for making false statement about the ‘Himt 
incident’ we cannot reasonably ascribe similar motive in his case. 


29. Tazkirat-us-salatin-i-Chagta. A. S. B. Ms. No. 168. fol. 1c6a. 
30. Muntakhab-ul-Lubab. Vol.1. A. S. B, Text. p. 134. 
31. Wagqi‘at-i-Mushtaqi, British Museum Ms, 11633, fol. 78b-79a, 
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None of the authorities, mentioned above, can be called 
contemporary. Even Ja‘far Beg Asaf Khia, Abu-l Faz, Nizim-ud- 
Din and Badiuni were not contemporary with the event. They 
joined the service of Akbar a considerable time after the death 
of Himi.*? Muhammad ‘Arif Qandahiri may be said to have 
been contemporary with the event. He was the steward of Bairam 
Khan and we find him present in the royal camp when Kamran 
was blinded.** ‘Arif was with Bairdm Khan in Gujarat at the 
time of the latter’s assassination. ‘hat he followed his master in 
his retirement proves his great attachment to Bairim Khan and 
it is quite reasonable to think that ‘Arif had been in Bairdm’s 
service while the Mughals were fighting with Himii. Even if he 
had not been present in the field, it cannot be doubted he had 
excellent means to gather accurate information about the death 
of Himi. This makes ‘Arif Qandahari the best authority for the 
incident. 


Secondly, ‘Arif’s history was written before the standard 
histories of the reion—those of Abu-l Fazl, Nizim-ud-Din and 
Badauni—were composed. It will not be too much to say that almost 
all histories written in Persian during the Mughal period follow 
them at least for Akbar’s reign. ‘Arif’s isthe only history that is 
independent of Nizim-ud-Din and Abu-] Fazl and his account of 
Akbar’s reign, though rather brief, shows a marked originality and 
a refreshing contrast to other works which inevitably follow the 
track of the Akbar Nama and the Tabagqit. 


Thirdly, in the case of Abu-l Fazl, Nizim-ud-Din, and Asaf 
Khan we can reasonably ascribe motive for making false statement. 
Abu-l Fazl fully recognises the futility of killing an infidel prisoner 
and no one who has perused his Akbar Nama can doubt that he 
is ever anxious to hide the dark spot in his emperor’s reputation. 


32. Ja‘far Beg came to India in 1577, Abu-l Fazl was born in 1551 
and was introduced at court in his seventeenth year. Inthe twenty-ninth year 
of Akbar’s reign Nizim-ud-Din was appointed to the office of bakhshi of 
Gujarat. Badduni, though he joined Akbar’s service early in life, did not 
associate himself with court from the first year of his reign. 


33. Mukhtasar—fol. 64b. Ms. No. 223 India office. Also Akbar 
Nama, Beveridge, Vol. !., p. 607. 
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The Tarikh-i-Alfi of Ja‘far Beg, which was written under royal 
supervision, calls for no remark. As regards Nizim-ud-Din it may 
be said that, though he was himself an orthodox Mussalman and 
would have recognized the merit of a jihad, he fully knew asa 
courtier that Akbar himself would very much dislike to do such an 
act at the time when he began to compose his history. But 
Badauni is not open to this explanation. He is not a servile 
courtier but shows the other side of the medal. As a bigoted 
Sunni Badauni would have very much liked the emperor to kill 
an infidel and earn the title of ghazi. It is said his work was 
kept secret; if so he would not have been afraid of giving the true 
account, however much it might have been to the displeasure of 
Akbar. We have therefore to regard Badiuni as a_ reliable 
authority for the ‘Himii incident.’ 

As regards ‘Arif Qandahari, it may be said that in order to 
relieve his master, Bairdm Khin, of the responsibility for the 
execution, he shifted it to prince Akbar. ‘Arif wrote the work as 
a servant of Akbar and he gave the title of his work after the 
name of the Emperor.** We cannot say whether ‘Arif was a 
bigoted Mussalman like Badauni ora liberal Mulsim like Abu-l 
Fazl. But it is sure that when ‘Arif wrote his history, Akbar 
could not have thought of obtaining heavenly reward by slaying 
an infidel. 


The reasons for which we reject the authority of Abu-] Fazl, 
Nizdm-ud-Din and ‘Asaf Khiin are also applicable to almost all 
those historians who support them. That none of them were 
contemporary authorities need not be repeated. Of the histories, 
supporting Abu-l Fazl, the Ma’asir-i-Rahimi is a work of great 
importance, written under the patronage of Khan Khanin ‘Abd-ur 
Rahim and Faizi. It may be areucd that its author would not 
have intentionally put the guilt of Himii’s execution on the shoulder 
of his patron’s father for ‘Abd-ul-Baqi is like Abu-l Fazl conscious 
of the uselessness of acquiring merit by slaying infidel. It is 
true that the Mv Asir-i Rahimi shows bias in favour of Bairim 
Khan but not at the cost of the emperor Akbar. It was written under 
the patronage of Faizi and “Abd-ur-Rahim who were loyal servants of 
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34. Vide Ma’asir-i-Rahimi, Vol. IL, p. 4. 
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the court. The other supporters of Abu-] Faz] are Shaikh Tlahdad 
Faizi Sirhindi and Mu‘tamad Khan. Both were written under the 
patronage of the court—Sirhindi’s patron was Shaikh Farid Bokhari, 
a distinguished officer of Akbar and Jahangir; both of them confess 
that they based their work on Abu-l Fazl; none of them had the 
facilities to obtain accurate knowledge of the incident. The Tarikh-i- 
Dadi is the only work, written independently of the Mughal court, 
that agrees with Abu-l Faz]. The fact that it was written from 
outside court-influence is important, but as we know nothing of the 
author beyond his name, we cannot say what opportunities and 
equipments he had to write the early history of Akbar’s reign. 
We know, however, that his work must have been composed after the 
accession of the emperor Jahangir. 


The supporters of Nizim-ud-Din’s version are only three in 
number: the Ahsan-ut-Tawiarikh, the Zubdat-ut-Tawarikh and the 
Bodleian Ms. Ousely. 59. The author of Ahsan-ut-Tawdrikh came 
from Persia to India in the reign of Akbar and obtained different 
offices under the government. It is regarded as an important 
authority on Eastern history and Briggs quotes from it on many 
occasions. Though his authorities are many and good, a perusal of 
the Indian section of his work leads us to believe that he based it on 
the Tabaqat of Nizim-ud-Din whom he exactly follows on this 
incident, and that he adds very little to the stock of our knowledge 
of the period. Besides, the reasons for which we cannot accept the 
version of Nizim-ud-Din, are also applicable to him. 


The Zubdat-ut-Tawarikh is of course a far more valuable 
authority. Besides his personal knowledge the author obtained much 
valuable information from his father, “Abd-ul Hag, who himself is 
the author of an historical work known as Tarikh-i-Hagqi about 
which we have said before. Nir-ul Hag wrote his work under the 
patronage of Shaikh Farid Bokhari, a distinguished noble of Akbar 
and Jahangir, while his father’s appreciation of Akbar towards the end 
of his work places him in the rank of Abu-l Fazl as a panegyrist. 
Besides, the perusal of Zubdat-ut-Tawarikh dealing with the history 
of Humayiin and the early part of Akbar’s reign, must convince one 
that Nir-ul-Haq owed to Nizim-ud-Din more than he acknowledged. 
His father, “Abd-ul-Haq who was preparing the history of Akbar’s 
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reign and from whom he must have gathered information, was born 
in 958 A.H,, some five years before the death of Himi. For all these 
reasons Niir-ul-Haq cannot be regarded as a very good authority for 
the incident under discussion. 


The value of the Bodleian Ms. Ousely. 59. it is difficult 
to estimate. If it is the same as the Ms. D. 275 of the Asiatic Society 
of Bengal, as Mr. Ivanow suggests, it has little value for the latter was 
composed in 1655 A.D. (1065 A.H.). But even if we accept the 
opinion of Dr. Sachau that it was written during Jahangir’s reign, 
we cannot appraise its worth properly for we do not know anything 
either about the author or of his sources and. equipments. 


As for Firishta, he agrees with Abu-l Fazl; for in his account 
Akbar’s magnanimity is implied, though he differs with him in slight 
detail e.g. Akbar’s touching the sword on Himii’s head. The fact that 
Firishta wrote from outside court-influence is of importance. But 
he was a southerner residing at Bijaptir—far removed from northern 
affairs and he is not at all regarded as an original authority for the 
history of Akbar. His version, which is unsupported by any other 
historian, seems to me to be a modified account of ‘Arif Qandahari 
whom he cites as one of his authorities—modified so as to suit the 
truly humane character of Akbar. 


The emperor Jahangir’s version is also unsupported by any 
other authority. Just as Firishta in spirit agrees with Abu-l Faz, 
so Jahangir in spirit agrees with ‘Arif. In his version there is no 
mention of Akbar’s magnanimity; Akbar did not kill Himii as he 
had already killed him in picture. So he ordered one of his servants 
to do this for him. The Tarikh-i-Alfi agrees with Jahangir in the 
story of Himii’s picture but in the former Akbar’s magnanimity is 
implied and Bairiim alone is responsible for the execution. 


Thus from an examination of all the authorities we find that 
Arif Qandahari is the most reliable authority for the “Himfi incident’. 
There is only one among all the historians about whom we have 
discussed just now—who can be regarded as a trustworthy authority 
and whose account cannot be dismissed as that of a courtly flatterer. 
He is Badauni and even Badauni also is inferior to ‘Arif in one 
point—he was not strictly speaking contemporary with the event. 
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§ 10. Authorities corroborating ‘Arif Qandahir?’s version. 


The problem now may be simplified thus: whether we should 
accept “Arif Qandahari’s version or Badauni’s? And it can be 
easily solved for ‘Arif is supported by the only other authority 
whom we may regard as contemporary. He is Bayazid Biyaét whose 
memoirs cover the reigns of Humayiin as well as Akbar. When 
the incident took place Biyazid was at Kabul in the service of 
Mun‘im Khin. After the execution of Himi, his head was sent 
to Mun‘iim Khin at Quruqsai (Afghanistan) and Munim Khan 
sent it on to Bayazid at Kabul with instructions to hang it from 
the Iron Gate.°®  Bayazid gives a rather long account of the 
arrival of Himii’s head at Kabul. Besides, four years later, Bayazid 
returned to India and joined the royal camp during Bairam Khin’s 
rebellion.2® Bayazid thus had opportunity and means to know 
about the “Himii incident’ even from eye-witnesses. Bayazid says, 


ws pdm Bods 291) ad pst 9 Saf gal crwe 1) gl we} gler ys 
citation  onilry Bye ld asad cold ¢ tle ule} wre af ¢ sve 13 sls 
81 aS Bday 3 wyAn yEaiyy oidghle wyde Ds oles |) 6 oI 
a dhol, S31} ala 38 wl 3 (2) Sw Ss” y ey 9 yw 3! LS gt us” prado 
28 Til, 88) yy Co thad er ypte ySok pdt aol yy 
wl yu Dreenearesdhung gd ws” us if s({__ ol ys) choca yo wi Site. 
57 soliw d Yay |; bal} plo 
“Immediately he (Himii) was taken captive and this was 
reported to the king by Shih Quli Mahram, who was at that time 
in the service of Bairdm Khan. After this that infidel was taken 
at the foot of the king’s elephant and the king said: ‘If you 
become a Mussalman, I shall spare your life” But that bastard 


infidel did not embrace Islam. At last the king struck him with 
a sword and since that date he has been called Jalal-ud-Din 


35. Mukhtasar fol. 89a. 
36. Ibid. fol. 93b—94a. 
37. Ibid fol. 88b—8ga. 
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Muhammad Akbar Padshah Ghazi......... The head of that vile 
(infidel) was sent to Kabul.” 


It must be admitted that no other historian, if he is not ‘Arif 
Qandahari who was in Bairam Khan’s service at that time, had 
better opportunity to obtain accurate knowledge of the event than 
Bayazid Biyat. There is no doubt that Bayazid was a_ bigoted 
Mussalman—the destruction of a temple at Benares and erection of a 
mosque on its site might be given as a typical example.°*® It 
may be said thatin order to add the glory of jihad to his patron- 
emperor's name, Bayazid in his memoirs makes Akbar kill Himi 
with his own hand and gain the title of ghazi. But it should be 
marked that Bayazid wrote his Mukhtasar in 1590-91 A. D. 
(999 A.H.) in obedience to royal order—at a time when Akbar 
would not have at all agreed to do such an act. Bayazid 
would not have dared to write what must have been disliked by the 
emperor, had it not been the bare truth. Bayazid was a Bakawal 
Bégi or steward of the kitchen under Humayiin. He had not the 
learning and knowledge of Abu-l Fazl and Nizim-ud-Din—his 
is essentially a plain man’s narrative ; and it is from plain narratives 
like those of Jauhar and Bayazid rather than those of the learned 
scholars who colour events after their own fashion, that we are 
more likely to obtain glimpse of truth. It is significant that 
Abu-! Fazl who largely draws upon Bayazid differs with him on this 
incident. Onthe whole we do not see why Bayazid should have 
written a false version of the death of Himi and even if he would have 
liked to do it, he could not have done go as a royal servant. Besides, 
as Bayazid informs us, out of the nine copies of his work, two went 
into Abu-! F'azl’s and one into the Imperial Library. 


The joint testimony of Bayazid and ‘Arif Qandahari is sufficient 
to overthrow the versions of Abu-l I'azl, Nizim-ud-Din and all other 
historians who support them, and is certainly more weighty and 
valuable than that of Badauni. Lyen if we had no other authority 
to support them, we should have accepted the version of ‘Arif and 
Bayazid—but we have several other authorities who corroborate 
their account and enable us with more certainty to reject the 
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version of Badduni. We shall deal with them in chronological 
order : 


(1) The first is Muhammad Sharif Waqii‘i, the author of 
Majaimi-ul-Akhbar. A short account of the author is given in Haft- 
Iqlim.*® He first attached himself to Shihab-ud-Din Ahmad Khan 
and after his death (1590-91 A.D., 999 A. H.) to Sipahsalar 
‘Abd-ur-Rahim Khan Khanan. Later on he entered the service of 
Akbar. Therefore he had some opportunities to gather information 
about the history of Akbar’s reign. Muhammad Sharif exactly 
agrees with Bayazid and like Bayazid does not refer to Bairim 
Khan’s part in the execution of Himi : 
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“In the midst of the conflict Himi fell down, being wounded 
by an arrow and the Hindusthani and the Afghan forces separated 
from one another like smoke from fire and turned their face from 
the conflict and fled. Numerous men were killed. And Himiti went 
to the lowest pit of hell, being struck by His Majesty’s sword which 
acted like diamond.” 


(2) The next work that corroborates this view is Rauzat-ut- 
Tahirin. Its author, Tahir Muhammad, began to compose his history 
in 1602-3 (1011 A. H.) and completed it four years later after the: 
accession of Jahangir. He was already more than twenty years at 
Akbar’s court when he began his work, for he says he entered 
Akbar’s service in the year 1579 A.D. (987 A. H.). Tahir Muhammad 
gives the following account : 
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39. Fol. 320b-321a, Ms. No. 283, A. S. B. 
40. Majami‘-ul-Akhbar, fol. 399b, Ms. No, 119, India Office. 
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“Shah Quli Mahram himself approached Himii who was seated 
on the howdah of the elephant and brought him to the presence 
of the king. In accordance with the request of Bairam Khan 
the king fleshed his sword on Himii by way of religious 
warfare.” 


(3) One important work, composed during Akbar’s reign 
but written independently of the Mughal court, supports this view. 
It is the Haft-Iqlim of Amin Ahmad Razi, completed in 1593-94 A.D. 
(1002 A.H.). It is a geographical as well as biographical encyclopaedia. 
Amin Razi was a native of Ray. “The author’s first cousin, Khwaja 
Giyas Beg (the father of the famous Nir Jahin Begam) rose to a 
position of great influence under Akbar, and was subsequently 
distinguished as I'timad-ud-Daula, the all powerful wazir of Jahangir. 
Writing of Agra, Amin showers praises upon Akbar of whom 
he speaks in the present tense, and various indications point to his 
having visited India while the great emperor was still on the throne. 
He seems to have made good use of this opportunity for collecting 
information about the country of which he gives fairly detailed 
account from the earliest times down to Akbar.”’*? Amin Razi’s 
account is important as offering an independent view of the affair. 
For the Indian portion of the history he relies mainly upon the 
Tabaqgat-i-Akbari but he differs with Nizim-ud-Din about the 
‘Himii incident’ Amin Razi writes the following while narrating 
the career of Himii under ‘Adili’s reign : 
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At. Rauzat-ut-Tahirin. fol. 347a. Ms. No. 8. Bihar Library. There 
is a gap in the British Museum Ms, Or. 168. concerning the early period of 
Akbar’s reign, So the above paragraph relating Himii’s death does not 
occur there, | 


42. Preface to Haft Iqlim, A. S. B. Text, Fascicle, I, p. iii, by Khan Sahib 
Maulavi ‘Abd-ul Mugtadir. 
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“At Delhi Himti fought with Tardi Beg Khan, one of the 
nobles of the victorious state, and overcame him. In the end he 
was put to death by the king.” 


(4) The other works which corroborate this view were 
composed during the reign of Jahangir. One of them is Makhzan- 
i-Afghani whose author Ni‘matullah held the office of historio- 
grapher at the Court of Jahangir. His father Khwaja Habibullah 
of Herat was for thirty-five years in the service of Akbar and from 
him he could have obtained good information regarding Akbar’s 
reign. Ni‘matullah completed bis work in 1613 A.D (1021 A.H). He 
wrote it at the command of Nawab Khan Jahan Lodi, a high 
official of Jahangir’s government, who had served [taj8 Man Singh 
and prince Salim during Akbar’s reign. Nimatullah, while dealing 
with the reign of Shir Shah, says that his sources are Nizim-ud- 
Din and Abu-l Fazl but here he does uot agree with any of them. 
His account is as follows : 

i" »ad 9 vy] gLiial, nr 5 Seg ASA) 35 Ua ty Ki? wi sh gli 
icon au td? |, 36 w! lal Lp ye Ie Al Cyl Sd dy BdSb0 9 whe gle y 
cs je thay , thats loa yy yo? OGG Fj) pe yp ads ood 
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“Shah Quli Khan led the elephant to Babur [ mistake for 
Akbar]; and, dismounting Hemoon, presented him before the 
monarch.........60. Hemoon, when carried before Akbar, breathed 
his last; but the Emperor, with his own hand, severed the head 


43. Haft Iqlim, fol. 188b, A. S. B. Ms, No. 283. Also fol. 135b, Ms. 
No. 706. Curzon collection. 


44. Makhzan-i-Afghani, fol. rrob. Ms, No. 100. A. S. B.; fol. r22b. Ms. 
No. 102. A.S. B. 
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of that infidel from the body, and assumed from that moment, the 
title of Akbar Padishah Ghazi.’** 


(5) The next work—Madan-i-Akhbar-i-Ahmadi—was 
composed independently of the the Mughal court. It was completed 
about the year 1614 A.D. (1023 A.H.) by Ahmad bin Bahbal, As it is 
cited as an authority in the Makhjan-i-Afghani, which was composed 
in 1613 A.D. (1021 A.H.), it seems to have been written a few years 
eatlier. Its version is as follows : 
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“When everyone of the heroes was approaching the royal 
presence and obtaining what he desired, Shah Quli Khan Mahram 
brought in Himi, bound, to the royal camp. He did not speak 
even after repeated questioning [ by the king ]............ By way 
of religious warfare and for the reward of a war upon infidels 
the king himself struck him with sword and then asked Nawab 
Khan Khandn and Shaikh Gadai also to gain the reward of 
religious warfare. They too one by one fleshed their sword on 
Himi and cleansed the world from the impurity of his existence. 
His head was sent to Kabul and his body was carried to the capital 
city of Delhi where it was gibbetted by way of warning.” 


45. Dorn—History of the Afghans—Vol. II., p.176. The line that 
follows in Dorn, ‘The dead body he ordered to be cast ona dunghill’, does not 
occur in any of the two Mss, at the Library of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, 
I have consulted. 


46, Ma‘dan-i-Akhbar-i-Ahmadi, fol. 155b. Ms. No. 121. India office, 
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The Madan-i-Akhbari Ahmadi essentially agrees with ‘Arif 
in saying that Akbar struck Himii with his sword and he was 
helped by Bairim Khan in this action. It agrees with Bayazid in 
ascribing the spirit of bigotry in Akbar. In Bayazid we find 
Akbar tempting Himti to accept Islam and in Ma‘dan-i-Akhbar we 
find him asking Bairdm and Shaikh Gad&i to earn the merit 
or reward of slaying an infidel. The Madan-i-Akhbar corroborates 
the evidence of Badauni as regards the part taken by Shaikh 
Gadai. I have not found any other work corroborating the statement 
of Bayazid that Akbar induced Himii to embrace Islam and that 
of Ahmad that Akbar himself asked Bairdm Khan to slay Himi 
to earn the merit of a war upon infidels. The Ma‘dan-i-Akhbar 
offers an independent version of the event and the fact that the 
authors of both Makhzan-i-Afghani and Tarikh-i-Salatin-i-Afighana 
mention it as one of their authorities, shows that it was considered 
a valuable work. There must have been good reason why the 
author of Makhzan-i-Afghani accepted its version while rejecting 
that of Nizdm-ud-Din and Abu-l Fazl both of whom he cites 
among his authorities. 


(6) & (7) Two other works also corroborate the fourth version— 
those two which were quoted by Mr. Vincent Smith and on the 
strength of which he rejected the ‘current story.’ They are the 
Tarikh-i-Salatin-i-Afaghana of Ahmad Yadgar and Van den 
Broeck’s Fragmentum in de Laet. It has been already pointed out [in 
the beginning of this paper] that they were not at all contemporary 
authorities and they are not at all sufficient to overthrow the 
statement of Badaiuni. But they are of some importance as. 
supplying corroborative evidence. 


In Ahmad Yadgar we find the account as follows : 
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“When Shah Quli Beg was told of what had occurred, he 
cameup to the elephant, and brought it into the presence of 
Bairam Khan. Bairdm Khan, after prostrating himself, and returning 
thanks, caused Himiin to descend from the elephant ; after which he 
bound his hands, and took him before the young and fortunate Prince, 
and said, ‘As this is our first success, let Your Highness’s own august 
hand smite this infidel with the sword.” The Prince, accordingly 
struck him, and divided his head from his unclean body.”*® 


Pieter van den Broecke gives the following account : 


‘“Flemou was wounded in the eye by an arrow during the 
fighting, and was forced to fly, but was captured and brought back 
by Couli-Gan [Kuli Khan Mahram]. He was brought before 
Achabar, who had hastened up on hearing of the rout of the 
Pathans; at the request of Coulinghan he cut off the head of the 
prisoner with his scimitar, and ordered it to be fixed on the gate of 
Delly, a crime unworthy of a prince.’”*® 


It may be interesting here to note that although the later 
writers down to the times of Khafi Khan accepted the official 
or Abu-] Fazl’s version, we find one among them giving a different 
account. Heis Rai Brindaban, the author of Lubb-ut-Tawarikh-i- 
Hind, composed in 1694-95 A. D. (1106 A. H.). He says, 
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47. Tarikh-i-Salatin-i-Afaghana, fol. t1gb-116a, A.S. B. Ms. No. 114; 
fol. 197b, Bihar Ms. No. 62. 

48. Elliot and Dowson— History of India as told by its own historians 
Vol. v. p. 65-66. 

49. Hoyland and Banerjee—De Laet’s ‘Description of India and 
Fragment of Indian history,’ p. 141-142. 

50. Lubb-ut-Tawarikh. A.S. B. Ms, No. 161, fol. 88b. 


96 THE DACCA UNIVERSITY STUDIES 


“Shah Quli Khan captured Himi lying wounded on the 
elephant on which he was mounted and brought him before the king. 
According to one version the king by way of religious warfare, 
while according to the other, Bairim Khan killed him with his 
sharp spear.” 


A later work—Mirat-i-aftab-numa, which was written between 
1801 and 1803 A.D., accepts the version of ‘Arif Qandahari. It was 
composed by the prime minister of Shah ‘Alam, ‘Abd-ur-Rahman 
Shahnawaz Khan. He makes Akbar directly responsible for the 
death of Himi. 
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“A few days after report came that Himii the grocer had styled 
himself Vikramajit and was aspiring to sovereignty and with 70,000 
horsemen, huge artillery and 1,000 war elephants was causing 
disturbance. On hearing this news (Akbar) proceeded to extirpate 
him. In the environs of Panipat he put Himi to death and 
triumphantly entered Delhi,” 


§ 11. Conclusion. 


To sum up, we reject the story of Akbar’s magnanimity and 
refusal to slay a fallen infidel and accept the version that Akbar 
struck Himti with sword without any hesitation in order to gain the 
title of ghazi and the reward of jihad. First, because this version 
is supported by the contemporary authorities. Secondly, it is 
supported by others who, if not contemporary, wrote towards the 


si. Mirat-i-dftabenumad, A. S. B. Ms. Curzon Collection, I. 348, fol. 
301 a-b, 
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end of Akbar’s and the early part of Jahangir’s reign. Thirdly, 
it is corroborated by the evidence of several historians who wrote 
independently of the Mughal court. Only one historian of this class 
supports the view of Abu-l Fazl—the ,uthor of Tarikh-i-Datdi. 
Fourthly, while we can suspect that Abu-l Fazl, Nizim-ud-Din and 
all their supporters excepting Badauni and ‘Abdullah (about whom 
we know nothing) were guilty of omission and commission in order 
to suppress the defects of their patron, we cannot reasonably lay any 
charge of falsification on the supporters of this version. It may be 
argued that those historians, who state that Akbar killed Himi in order 
to be ghazi, do so in order to add glory to his name—glory as they 
understood it. To this argument it may be pointed out that those 
who wrote under the patronage of the emperor himself like “ Arif, 
Bayazid, Muhammad Sharif and Tahir Muhammad, knew quite 
well that their patron would very much dislike to add such glory to 
his name for all these works were written at a time when Akbar 
had already shown great leaning towards the Hindus and Hinduism. 
And those, who wrote independently of the Mughal court like Amin 
Razi, Ahmad bin Bahbal and others, had no good reason to make 
false statement in order to add glory to the name of one with whom 
they had no connection. We do not find in their writings any 
evidence of hostility against Akbar; so the argument that they wanted 
to vilify the emperor cannot be maintained. 

As regards such minor details—whether Bairam Khan begged 
Akbar to slay Himii with his own hand in order to obtain the title 
of gahzi, or whether Akbar induced Himi to embrace Islam, as 
Bayazid says, or whether Akbar on his own initiative struck Himti 
and asked Bairdim and others to participate in the jihad, as Ahmad 
bin Bahbal states, we cannot come to a sure conclusion. It was 
quite natural on the part of Bairim Khan to request the prince to 
obtain the title of ghazi by fleshing his sword on the infidel captive; 
but this fact is mentioned neither by the two contemporary authorities 
nor by the authors of Majami‘-ul-Akhbar, Haft Iqlim, Ma‘dan- 
i-Akhbaér and Makhzan-i-Afghani. As regards Bairam’s part in 
the action we are a bit more certain; it is mentioned by the majority 
of the historians as well as by one of the contemporary authorities— 
‘Arif Qandahari. So we may accept that Bairam Khan helped the 
king in the execution of Hint. 


13 
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In conclusion we may record the ‘Himi incident’ as follows: 
Shah Quli Khan Mahram brought the wounded Himti before the 
king. Akbar struck him with sword in order to gain the reward of 
jihad and the title of ghazi. Bairam Khan followed him and fleshed 
his sword on the captive. From this we may safely conclude that 
Akbar was born an orthodox Mussalman, sharing the bigotry of 
his contemporaries and that his kind disposition and broad humanity 
were the development of his maturer years. 


The ‘Himi incident’ illustrates the way in which history is 
falsified when it becomes the hand-maid of despotism. 
The story of Akbar’s magnanimity was probably invented 
or at least made current by the emperor himself who in his later 
life could not justify his action—the Tarikh-i-Alfi is the first work 
to mention it. Jt was naturally accepted and exaggerated by Abu-l 
Faz] who regarded that a jihad would result in ‘fancied merit’? and 
had no real efficacy and who was ever anxious to hide the defects of 
his patron. Niziim-ud-Din seems to have avoided the matter and 
is guilty of omission rather than of commission. The wonder is how 
Badauni accepted the story.°? The story originated and gained 
eround because it suited the truly great character of Akbar as it 
developed in his mature years. The halo that gathered round the 
personality of the emperor and which distance of years only enhanced 
helped the development of the story and contributed to its popularity. 
Later historians of the 17th and 18th centuries excepting 
Rai Brindaban and “Abd-ur-Rahman, all accepted it without any 
hesitation or least doubt. The acceptance of the story by 
modern scholars beginning from Dow is partly accounted for 
by this fact as well as their failure to consult all the authorities 
for the incident. To Mr. Vincent Smith belongs the credit 
of first rejecting the current story. But his conclusion has 
been accepted or rejected, for reasons already stated, according 
to the likings and dislikings of authors who have written general 


52. One thing we should not fail to notice: behind the bitter sectarian 
prejudices and forcible censures of Akbar’s religious policy that fill his pages, 
there is the courtier, greedy to seek royal favour and not without veneration 
for the royal person. Badauniis hostile to Akbar only where he deviated from 
orthodox Islam. Scholars have placed too much confidence in his veracity. 
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histories since the publication of his article and his monograph 
on Akbar. The present investigation, based on an exhaustive study 
of all available materials, discredits the current story of Akbar’s 
magnanimity and hardly, I believe, leaves any room for any difference 
of opinion. ** 
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me some Mss. on loan from the India Office Library, London, and permission 
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Society of Bengal and has kindly revised the Paper ; to Sir J. N. Sarkar, Kt. 
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